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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections -35USC§112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 46 recites the limitation "the point-to-point format". There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

■ 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 1,4, and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Zak et al. (U.S. Publication No. 2004/0039980) in view of Whitehead (U.S. 

Publication No. 2002/01 991 82). 
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As per claim 1 , Zak discloses a system for testing message flow, comprising: 
a test controller (paragraph 21, lines 4-6; Note: application program represents 

test controller); 

a message collector (paragraph 21 , lines 4-6), comprising: 

a first configuration interface coupled to receive first message selection criteria 

from the test controller (paragraph 21 , lines 4-6); 

first means for comparing data elements in the messages received through the 

first receiver against the first message selection criteria whereby received messages 

which meet the message selection criteria are identified (paragraph 21, lines 4-6); and 
a message validator, comprising: 

a second configuration interface coupled to receive message validation criteria 
from the test controller (paragraph 21 , lines 4-6); 

means for comparing the messages identified by the message collector against 
the message validation criteria (paragraph 21, lines 12-19); 

and a first transmitter for transmitting results of the comparison to the test 
controller (paragraph 21, lines 12-19; Note: the application program is receiving the 
results after the validation). 

Zak fails to disclose an enterprise application integration message bus 
environment, although he does disclose that the communications network can include 
any means of transmitting data among computer systems or parts of computer systems 
(paragraph 22, lines 3-5). 
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Whitehead discloses a system in an enterprise application integration (EAI) 
message bus environment (paragraph 11), comprising: 

a first receiver coupled to receive messages transmitted among enterprise 
applications on the message bus (paragraph 11). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the EAI bus system as described by Whitehead in the 
system described by Zak. It would have been obvious because Whitehead allows for 
inter-application messaging in a business (paragraph 11). 

As per claim 4, Zak discloses a system further comprising a message generator, 
comprising: 

a third configuration interface coupled to receive test messages from the test 
controller; and 

» 

a first message transmitter, responsive to the third configuration interface, 
coupled to transmit the test messages onto the message bus. 

As per claim 18, Zak discloses a control interface, comprising: 

a first transmitter for transmitting first message selection criteria to a message 
collector coupled to the message bus whereby. the message collector receives 
messages transmitted among enterprise applications on the message bus and identifies 
messages which meet the first message selection criteria (paragraph 21, lines 4-15); 

a second transmitter for transmitting message validation criteria to a message 
validator whereby the message validator compares the messages identified by the 
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message collector against the message validation criteria (paragraph 21 , lines 4-15); 

4 

and 

a receiver for receiving results of the comparison by the message validator 
(paragraph 21, lines 12-19; Note: the application program is receiving the results after 
the validation). 

Zak fails to disclose an enterprise application integration message bus 
environment, although he does disclose that the communications network can include 
any means of transmitting data among computer systems or parts of computer systems 
(paragraph 22, lines 3-5). 

Whitehead discloses a control interface for testing message flow in an enterprise 
application integration (EAI) message bus environment (paragraph 11). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the EAI bus system as described by Whitehead in the . 
system described by Zak. It would have been obvious because Whitehead allows for 
inter-application messaging in a business (paragraph 11). 

Claims 2-3 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Zak and Whitehead in further view of Dorner et al. (U.S. Publication No. 
2004/0064431). 

Zak and Whitehead are relied upon for reasons stated in the previous section. 
As per claim 2, Zak and Whitehead fail to disclose a message template 
database. 
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Dorner discloses a system further comprising a message template database 
comprising a plurality of test message templates selectable by the message collector 
whereby the first means for comparing compares a selected message template against 
messages received from the message bus (paragraphs 135 and 136; Note: the 
supplemental content logic database represents the message template database). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the message template database as described by Dorner 
in the system described by Zak and Whitehead. It would have been obvious because it 
allows the system to know which types of messages to intercept (paragraphs 135 and 
136). 

As per claim 3, Dorner discloses a system wherein at least one message 
template being derived from a previously received and stored message (paragraph 62). 

As per claim 5, Zak and Whitehead fail to disclose a message template 
database. 

Dorner discloses a system further comprising a message template database 
comprising a plurality of test message templates selectable by the message generator 
to generate test messages for transmission onto the message bus (paragraph 62; Note: 

# 

the articles are used to publish messages). 

■ 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the message template database as described by Dorner 
in the system described by Zak and Whitehead. It would have been obvious because it 
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allows the system to set up rules about publishing messages (paragraph 63). 

Claims 14 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Zak and Whitehead in further view of Umezu et al. (U.S. Publication No. 
2002/0109734). 

Zak and Whitehead are relied upon for reasons stated in the previous section. 

As per claim 14, Zak and Whitehead fail to disclose a GUI-based test tool. 

Umezu discloses a system wherein the test controller comprising an interface 
coupled to a GUI-based test tool whereby the test controller is programmable through 
the GUI-based test tool (paragraph 1). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the GUI as described by Umezu in the system described 
by Zak and Whitehead. It would have been obvious because it allows the test controller 
to be easily controlled by a user (paragraph 21). 

As per claim 22, Zak and Whitehead fail to disclose a GUI-based test tool. 

Umezu discloses a control interface further comprising an interface coupled to a 
GUI-based test tool whereby: 

the control interface is programmable through the GUI-based test tool (paragraph 
1);and 

the control interface transmits results of the comparison by the message validator 
to the GUI-based test tool (claim 1). 
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It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include. the GUI as described by Umezu in the system described 
by Zak and Whitehead. It would have been obvious because it allows the test controller 
to be easily controlled by a user (paragraph 21). 

Claims 15, 23, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Zak and Whitehead in further view of Ernst et al. (U.S. Publication 
No. 2002/0034888). 

Zak and Whitehead are relied upon for reasons stated in the previous section. 

As per claim 15, Zak and Whitehead fail to disclose regression testing. 

Ernst discloses a system wherein the message validation criteria comprises a 
regression baseline set of messages (paragraph 35; Note: according to the 
specification, a regression baseline message is taken to mean a message where only 
certain tags are compared). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the regression testing as described by Ernst in the 
system described by Zak and Whitehead. It would have been obvious because it allows 
the system more flexibility in which messages to process (paragraph 35). 

As per claim 23. Zak and Whitehead fail to disclose regression testing. 

Ernst discloses a control interface wherein the message validation criteria 
comprises at least one regression baseline message (paragraph 35; Note: according to 



Application/Control Number: 10/665,076 Page 9 

Art Unit: 21 14 

the specification, a regression baseline message is taken to mean a message where 
only certain tags are compared). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the regression testing as described by Ernst in the 
system described by.Zak and Whitehead. It would have been obvious because it allows 

the system more flexibility in which messages to process (paragraph 35). 

t 

As per claim 24, Ernst discloses a control interface wherein the at least one 
regression baseline message comprises a message template (paragraph 35). 

Claims 16, 17, 26, and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Zak and Whitehead in further view of T V et al. (U.S. Publication No. 
2004/0240462). 

Zak and Whitehead are relied upon for reasons stated in the previous section. 

As per claim 16, Zak and Whitehead fail to disclose a message element that is 
ignored by the means for comparing. 

T V discloses a system wherein the message validation criteria comprising 
specification of a message element to be ignored by the means for comparing 
(paragraphs 35-37; Note: the main part of the message is ignored). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the message element to be ignored as described by 
Dorner in the system described by Zak and Whitehead. It would have been obvious 

■ 

because it allows the node that is to process the message to be changed easily 
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(paragraphs 35-37). 

As per claim 17, Zal< and Whitehead fail to disclose a message element to be 

■ • 

matched by means for comparing. 

T V discloses a system wherein the hiessage validation criteria comprising 
specification of a message element to be matched by the means for comparing 
(paragraphs 35-37; Note: the message identification number is compared to see if it 
falls within a predetennined range). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the message element to be matched as described by T V 
in the system described by Zak and Whitehead. It would have been obvious because it 
allows the node to easily identify if it is supposed to process the message (paragraphs 
35-37). 

As per claim 26, Zak and Whitehead fail to disclose a message element that is 
ignored by the means for comparing. 

T V discloses a control interface wherein the message validation criteria 
comprising specification of a message element to be ignored by the message validator 
(paragraphs 35-37; Note: the main part of the message is ignored). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the message element to be ignored as described by 

« 

Dorner in the system described by Zak and Whitehead. It would have been obvious 
because it allows the node that is to process the message to be changed easily 
(paragraphs 35-37). 
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As per claim 27, Zak and Whitehead fail to disclose a message element to be 
matched by means for comparing. 

T V discloses a control interface wherein the message validation criteria 
comprising specification of a message element to be matched by the message validator 
(paragraphs 35-37; Note: the message identification number is compared to see if it 
falls within a predetermined range). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the message element to be matched as described by T V 
in the system described by Zak and Whitehead. It would have been obvious because it 
allows the node to easily identify if it is supposed to process the message (paragraphs 
35-37). 

Claims 19 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Zak and Whitehead in further view of Hohpe et al. ("Test-Driven Development in 
Enterprise Integration Projects"). 

Zak and Whitehead are relied upon for reasons stated in the previous section. 

As per claim 19, Zak and Whitehead fail to disclose a message generator that 
transmits a test message onto the message bus. 

Hohpe discloses a control interface, further comprising a second transmitter for 
transmitting test message criteria to a message generator in response to which the 
message generator transmits a test message onto the message bus (page 3, last 
paragraph- page 4, first paragraph; Note: the transmitter is transmitting the test data of 
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an external application during the capture/replay mechanism described in Hohpe). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the message generator as described by Hohpe in the 
control interface as described by Zak and Whitehead. It would have been obvious 
because it creates test data to be used in the testing of the system (page 3, last 
paragraph, lines 1-2). 

As per claim 20, Zak discloses a control interface further comprising a third 
transmitter for transmitting second message selection criteria and response rules to a 
message responder whereby the message responder identifies messages received 
from the message bus which meet the second message selection criteria (paragraph 
21. lines 4-19). 

Zak and Whitehead fail to disclose a predetermined enterprise application. 

« 

Hohpe discloses a control interface, further comprising in response to an 
identified message, transmits a test message, generated according to the response 
rules, onto the message bus, the message responder appearing to enterprise 
applications on the message bus as a predetermined enterprise application (page 4, 
paragraph 3; page 9, last paragraph, lines 5-8). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the simulated enterprise application as described by 

4 

Hohpe in the control interface described by Zak and Whitehead. It would have been 
obvious because the stub can be used to trigger external events that may have taken 
too much time (page 9, last paragraph, lines 4-8). 
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« 

Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Zak, 
Whitehead, and Ernst in further view of Dorner. 

Zak, Whitehead, and Ernst are relied upon for reasons stated in the previous 
section. 

Zak, Whitehead, and Ernst fail to disclose the message template being derived 
from a previously received and stored message. 

Dorner discloses a control interface wherein the message template is derived 
from a previously received and stored message (paragraph 62). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the message template database as described by Dorner 
in the system described by Zak, Whitehead, and Ernst. It would have been obvious 

m 

because it allows the system to set up rules about publishing messages (paragraph 63). 

Claims 28 and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Zak in view of Whitehead, and in further view of Shiels et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,959,431). 

As per claims 28 and 40, Whitehead discloses a method for testing message 
flow, comprising: 

generating first message selection criteria (paragraph 21, lines 4-15); 
generating message validation criteria (paragraph 21 , lines 4-15); 



4 
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identifying received messages which meet the first message selection criteria 
(paragraph 21 , lines 4-1 5); and 

comparing identified messages against the message validation criteria 
(paragraph 21, lines 4-15). 

Zak fails to disclose an enterprise application integration message bus 
environment, although he does disclose that the communications network can include 
any means of transmitting data among computer systems or parts of computer systems 
(paragraph 22, lines 3-5). 

Whitehead discloses a method in an enterprise application integration (EAI) 
message bus environment (paragraph 11), comprising: 

receiving messages transmitted among enterprise applications on a message 
bus (paragraph 11). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 

4 

invention was made to include the EAI bus system as described by Whitehead in the 
system described by Zak. It would have been obvious because Whitehead allows for 
inter-application messaging in a business (paragraph 11). 

Zak and Whitehead fail to disclose transmitting test results to a user. 

Shiels discloses a method wherein the test results are transmitted to a user 
(column 6, lines 36-52). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the transmission of test results to a user as described by 
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Shiels in the method described by Zak and Whitehead. It would have been obvious 
because Shiels allows for the user to respond to the results (column 6, lines 36-52). 

Claims 29 and 41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Zak, Whitehead, and Shiels in further view of Hohpe et al. ("Test-Driven 
Development in Enterprise Integration Projects"). 

Zak, Whitehead, and Shiels are relied upon for reasons stated in the previous 
section. 

As per claims 29 and 41 , Zak, Whitehead, and Shiels fail to disclose a method - 
wherein a predetermined enterprise application is simulated. 

Hohpe discloses a method further comprising simulating a predetermined 
enterprise application (page 4, paragraph 3; page 9, last paragraph, lines 5-8). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the simulated enterprise application as described by 
Hohpe in the method described by Zak, Whitehead, and Shiels. It would have been 
obvious because the stub can be used to trigger external events that may have taken 
too much time (page 9, last paragraph, lines 4-8). 



Claims 31, 32, 43, and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Zak, Whitehead, and Shiels in further view of Dorner. 
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Zak, Whitehead, and Shiels are relied upon for reasons stated in the previous 
section. 

As per claims 31 and 43, Zak, Whitehead, and Shiels fail to disclose a method 
wherein generating first message selection criteria comprises generating first message 
selection criteria from message templates (paragraphs 135 and 136). 

Dorner discloses a method wherein generating first message selection criteria 
comprises generating first message selection criteria from message templates. 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the message template database as described by Dorner 
in the system described by Zak, Whitehead, and Shiels. It would have been obvious 
because it allows the system to know which types of messages to intercept (paragraphs 
135 and 136). 

As per claims 32 and 44, Dorner discloses a method wherein generating 
message validation criteria comprises generating message validation criteria from 
message templates (paragraphs 135 and 136). 

Claims 36 and 48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Zak, Whitehead, and Shiels in further view of Umezu. 

Zak, Whitehead, and Shiels are relied upon for reasons stated in the previous 
section. 
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As per claims 36 and 48, Zak discloses a method further comprising 
programming the generation of the first message selection criteria and the message 
validation criteria (column 21, lines 4-15). 

Zak, Whitehead, and Shiels fail to disclose a GUI-based test tool. 

Umezu discloses a GUI-based test tool (paragraph 1). 

it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the GUI as described by Umezu in the system described 
by Zak, Whitehead, and Shiels. It would have been obvious because it allows the test 
controller to be easily controlled by a user (paragraph 21). 

Claims 37 and 49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Zak, Whitehead, and Shiels in further view of Ernst. 

Zak, Whitehead, and Shiels are relied upon for reasons stated in the previous 
section. 

As per claims 37 and 49, Zak, Whitehead, and Shiels fail to disclose regression 
testing. 

Ernst discloses a system wherein the message validation criteria comprises a 
regression baseline set of messages (paragraph 35; Note: according to the 
specification, a regression baseline message is taken to mean a message where only 
certain tags are compared). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the regression testing as described by Ernst in the ' 
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system described by Zak, Whitehead, and Shiels. It would have been obvious because 
It allows the system more flexibility in which messages to process (paragraph 35). 

Claims 38, 39, 50, and 51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Zak, Whitehead, and Shielis in further view of T V. 

Zak, Whitehead, and Shiels are relied upon for reasons stated in the previous 
section. 

As per claims 38 and 50, Zak, Whitehead, and Shiels fail to disclose a message 
element that is ignored by the means for comparing. 

T V discloses a method wherein the message validation criteria comprising 
specification of a message element to be ignored by the means for comparing 
(paragraphs 35-37; Note: the main part of the message is ignored). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the message element to be ignored as described by 
Dorner in the system described by Zak, Whitehead, and Shiels. It would have been 
obvious because it allows the node that is to process the message to be changed easily 
(paragraphs 35-37). 

As per claims 39 and 51, Zak, Whitehead, and Shiels fail to disclose a message 
element to be matched by means for comparing. 

T V.discloses a method wherein the message validation criteria comprising 
specification of a message element to be matched by the means for comparing 
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■ 

(paragraphs 35-37; Note: the message identification number is compared to see if it 

m 

falls within a predetermined range). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the message element to be matched as described by T V 
in the system described by Zak, Whitehead, and Shiels. It would have been obvious 
because it allows the node to easily identify if it is supposed to process the message 
(paragraphs 35-37). 

Allowable Subject Matter 
Claims 52-59 are allowed. 

Claims 6-13, 21, 30, 33-35, 42, and 45-47 are objected to as being dependent 
upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form . 
including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David G. Gentry whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
2570. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor. Scott Baderman can be reached on (571) 272-3644. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



SCOTT BADERMAN 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 




